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Dear Sir: 

In response to the office action dated April 19, 2007, the 
applicant requests review of the legal and factual basis of the 
final rejection in the above-identified patent application. This 
review being requested because of clear errors in the examiner's 
rejections and the examiner's omission of essential elements need 
for a prima facie rejection. This request is accompanied by a 
Notice of Appeal submitted concurrently herewith. 
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REMARKS 

Claims 1-30 are pending where Claims 1 and* 16 are independent, 
where the most recent listing of claims is provided in the 
applicant's response dated January 15, 2007. In the final office 
action, the examiner rejected all of the claims on the basis of 
substantially the identical rejections as in the previous office 
actions dated October 3, 2005, March 30, 2006, and September 13., 
2006. Namely, in the final office action, the examiner rejected 
Claims 1-30 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Delorme 
et. al.. (U.S. Patent No. 6,321,158). by repeating the same reasoning 
as in all of the prior office actions. 

As stated in the specification, the gist of the present 
invention is to allow the user to know the estimated arrival time 
at the destination well before the user actually arrives at the 
destination so that the user is fully prepared for a meeting, an 
event at a selected POI, etc. at the destination. For this 
purpose, the estimated arrival time must be expressed by the local 
time of the destination including the daylight saving time if any. 
Further for this purpose, the user needs to know the estimated 
arrival time well before arriving at the destination, i.e., at the 
current position of the user which is away from the destination. 

In the present invention, as clearly recited in Claims 1 and 
16, the method and apparatus (1) calculates an estimated time of 
arrival (ETA) at the destination- based on the local time of the 
destination and the daylight saving time of the destination based 
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on the retrieved information, and (2) informs the user of the ETA 
at the destination and a current time at the current position which 
is away from the destination. 

Notwithstanding this clarification, the final office action 
dated April 19, 2007 repeats the previous rejections with no 
substantive changes in the explanation of the rejection. The 
examiner failed to show any prima facie evidence that supports the 
rejection tinder 35 U.S.C. 102(b) . For example, with respect to the 
local time at the destination, the examiner stated that the cited 
Delorme discloses local time and daylight saving time anywhere the 
user is located and that when the user is at the destination and 
taps the DST option, the system of Delorme will display the time 
offset or daylight saving time to the user at the destination (ex. 
page 11, lower half of final office action dated 04/19/2007). As 
recognized by the examiner, in the cited Delorme, to know the local 
time and the daylight .saving time at the destination, the user has 
to be located at the destination. From the purpose of the present 
invention and the recitation of the claims, it is clear that in the 
present invention,' the method and apparatus is able to calculate 
and inform the local time at the destination when the user is 
located at the current position which is away from the destination. 
Since the examiner has ignored or failed to properly consider this 
essential difference, there is a clear error in the examiner's 
rejection and the examiner's omission of essential elements needed 
for a prima facie rejection. 
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Further, the method and apparatus of the present invention 
calculates an estimated time of arrival (ETA) at the destination 
based on the local time of the destination and the daylight saving 
time of the destination and informs the ETA. Throughout the prior 
and current office actions, the examiner indicates that this 
feature is disclosed by the cited Delorme reference. .Although 
there are recitations about an "estimated travel time" in the cited 
the Delorme reference, there is no indication about an "estimated 
arrival • time" which are clearly different concepts from one 
another. The applicant has explained the difference between the 
two concepts of -estimated time in the previous responses dated July 
11, 2 00 6 and January 15, 2 007, however, the examiner has ignored 
this argument and failed to provide any basis that the two concepts 
are identical to one another. 

In the present invention, and also known in the art, .the 
"estimated arrival time" is an estimated local time at arrival at 
the destination while the "estimated travel time" is an estimated 
time length of travel from the current position until reaching the 
destination, thus different from one another. Throughout the 
previous and current office actions, the examiner has failed to 
show the reason why the "estimated arrival time" and the "estimated 
travel time" are the same. The applicant submits that even when 
the current position and the destination are in the same time zone, 
the "estimated arrival time which is an absolute time , i.e., a 
local time expressed, for example, as 7:30 pm, and the "estimated 
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travel time" which is a relative time , i.e., a time length 
expressed, for .example, as 1 hour and 3 0 minutes, thus, they are 
different from one another. Since the examiner has ignored or 
failed to properly consider this essential difference, there is a 
clear error in the examiner's rejection and the examiner's omission 
of essential elements needed for a prima facie rejection. 

In view of the arguments presented in the responses dated 
January 3, 2006, July 11, 2006, January 15, 2007 and the 
supplemental arguments presented herein, the applicant submits that 
the final office action dated April 19, 2007 fails to set forth 
prima facie rejections for the claims of the present invention. 
Accordingly, the applicant respectfully request a finding that the 
application is allowed on the existing claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 



MURAMATSU & ASSOCIATES 



Dated : 




By: 




Tasuo Muramatsu 
Registration No. 38,684 
114 Pacifica, Suite 310 
Irvine, CA 92618 
(949) 753-1127 
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